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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 , 4, 5, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arai et al. (4,186,557) in view of Polzer et al. (4,391 ,096) in view of Trusov 
(3,797,243). 

Arai et al., in figure 3, teach a torque converter being configured to transmit 
torque using a fluid comprising: a front cover 5; an impeller 6 being arranged axially 
opposite said front cover and forming a fluid chamber with said front cover 5, a turbine 7 
being arranged in said fluid chamber to face said impeller 6; and a stator 10 being 
arranged between said impeller 6 and said turbine 7 to redirect flow of the fluid flowing 
from said turbine to said impeller 6, said impeller 6, said turbine 7, and said stator 10 
constituting a torus having a flatness ratio being less than 0.8. 

Arai et al. don't teach either part of the torque converter having at least thirty- 
seven impeller blades. 

Polzer et al. in figure 1 , and column 9, lines 15-17, teaches a torque converter 
10, having a turbine wheel 15 having at least thirty-seven impeller blades 15a. 
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Since Arai et al. and Polzer et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, that is the torque converter art, it would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
turbine wheel of Arai et al. with at least thirty-seven blades as taught by Polzer et al. for 
the purpose of decreasing the slip of the torque converter at higher speeds. 

Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. teach a turbine wheel having at least thirty 
seven blades. 

Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. don't teach an impeller having at least 
thirty-seven impeller blades. 

Trusov, in column 8, lines 25-35, teaches a torque converter having a number of 
blades of a turbine wheel being substantially the same as a number of impeller blades. 

Since Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. and Trusov are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, that is the torque converter art, it 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the impeller of Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. 
with the substantially the same number of impeller and turbine wheel as taught by 
Trusov for the purpose of improving the torque conversion coefficient. 

Claims 1 , 4, 5, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shigemasa et al. (4,726,185) in view of Polzer et al. (4,391 ,096) in 
view of Trusov (3,797,243). 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,613 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3745 

Shigemasa et al.. in figures 1-3, teach a torque converter being configured to 
transmit torque using a fluid comprising: a front cover 10a; an impeller 10 being 
arranged axially opposite said front cover 10a and forming a fluid chamber with said 
front cover 10a, a turbine 12 being arranged in said fluid chamber to face said impeller 
10; and a stator 14 being arranged between said impeller 10 and said turbine 12 to 
redirect flow of the fluid flowing from said turbine 12 to said impeller 10, said impeller 
10, said turbine 12, and said stator 14 constituting a torus having a flatness ratio being 
less than 0.8. 

Shigemasa et al. don't teach either part of the torque converter having at least 
thirty-seven impeller blades. 

Polzer et al. in figure 1, and column 9, lines 15-17, teaches a torque converter 
10, having a turbine wheel 15 having at least thirty-seven impeller blades 15a. 

Since Shigemasa et al. and Polzer et al. are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, that is the torque converter art, it would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the turbine wheel of Shigemasa et al. with at least thirty-seven blades as taught 
by Polzer et al. for the purpose of decreasing the slip of the torque converter at higher 
speeds. 

Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer et al. teach a turbine wheel having at 
least thirty seven blades. 

Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer et al. don't teach an impeller having at 
least thirty-seven impeller blades. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 7,61 3 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3745 

Trusov, in column 8, lines 25-35, teaches a torque converter having a number of 
blades of a turbine wheel being substantially the same as a number of impeller blades. 

Since Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer et al. and Trusov are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor, that is the torque converter art, it 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the impeller of Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer 
et al. with the substantially the same number of impeller and turbine wheel as taught by 
Trusov for the purpose of improving the torque conversion coefficient. 

Claims 2, 3, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arai et al. (4,186,557) as modified by Polzer et al. (4,391 ,096) as modified by 
Trusov (3,797,243), further in view of Dodge (2,242,515). 

Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov, teach all the 
claimed subject matter except that they don't teach the number of impeller blades is a 
prime number. 

Dodge, in figures 1-28, teaches a torque converter having an impeller with the 
number of impeller blades being a prime number. 

Since Arai et al. as modified by Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov and Dodge 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor, that is the torque 
converter art, it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the impeller of Arai et al. as modified by 
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Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov with the prime number of the impeller blades as 
taught by Dodge for the purpose of prime number of the impeller blades. 

Claims 2, 3, and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shigemasa et al. (4,726,185) as modified by Polzer et al. (4,391 ,096) as modified 
by Trusov (3,797,243) in view of Dodge (2,242,515). 

Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov teach all the 
claimed subject matter except that they don't teach the number of impeller blades is a 
prime number. 

Dodge, in figures 1-28, teaches a torque converter having an impeller with the 
number of impeller blades being a prime number. 

Since Shigemasa et al. as modified by Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov and 
Dodge are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor, that is the 
torque converter art, it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the impeller of Shigemasa et al. as 
modified by Polzer et al. as modified by Trusov with the prime number of the impeller 
blades as taught by Dodge for the purpose of prime number of the impeller blades. 

Prior Art 

Prior art made of record but not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure and consist of seven patents. 
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Polzer et al. (4,463,556) is cited to show a torque converter having a wheel with 
at least thirty seven blades but fails to show the wheel being an impeller. 

Nishimura et al. (4,624,105) is cited to show a torque converter having an 
impeller but fails to teach a flatness ratio less than 0.8 and at least thirty seven impeller 
blades. 

Hayabuchi et al. (4,866,935) is cited to show a torque converter having an 
impeller but fails to teach a flatness ratio less than 0.8 and at least thirty seven impeller 
blades. 

Becraft (5,058,027) is cited to show a torque converter having an impeller but 
fails to teach at least thirty seven impeller blades. 

Becraft (5,152,139) is cited to show a torque converter having an impeller but 
fails to teach at least thirty seven impeller blades. 

Kirkwood et al. (5,313,793) is cited to show a torque converter having an impeller 
but fails to teach at least thirty seven impeller blades. 

Kirkwood et al. (5,771 ,691) is cited to show a torque converter having an impeller 
but fails to teach at least thirty seven impeller blades. 

Contact information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Examiner Kershteyn whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4817. The examiner can be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Look, can be reached on (571)272-4820. The fax number is (703) 
872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone/fiumber is 
(703) 308 0861 . 

February 1 0, 2005 (My 

Igor Kershteyn 
Patent examiner 
Art Unit 3745 




